
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



RECENT CASES 439 

if one juror escape, State v. Hall, 4 Halst. 256; likewise if juryman was 
incompetent or not sufficiently sworn, or if the case was tried by a less than 
legal jury, Brown v. The State, 5 Eng. 607; nor if jury are discharged upon 
failure to agree, but contra if the discharge before disagreement is without 
defendant's consent, United States v. Peres, 9 Wheat. 579; nor proceedings 
before a grand jury, State v. Whipple, 57 Vt. 637; nor increased penalties for 
subsequent offences, Kelley v. People, 115 111. 583; nor a plea of guilty 
extorted by duress and judgment entered upon it, Sanders v. State, 4 Crim. 
Law Mag. 359 ; nor pendency of other indictments for the same charge, Bailey 
v. State, 11 Tex. App. 140. 

Divorce — Action — State Court — Jurisdiction — Domicile. — State ex 
rel Aldrach v. Morse, 87 Pac. 705 (Utah.) — Held, that where a husband 
and wife were married and resided in Utah, where the husband abandoned the 
wife, the matrimonial domicile was in that state, which was all that was 
essential to confer jurisdiction to decree a divorce, though the husband 
could not be personally served there. 

This case is interesting as following the much discussed case of Had- 
dock v. Haddock, 201 U. S. 562. The domicile of the husband for all practi- 
cal purposes is the domicile of the wife. Greene v. Greene, 28 Mass. 410. 
But for the purpose of bringing a suit, when the husband's conduct is cause 
for the same, she may acquire a domicile distinct from his. Ditson v. Dit- 
son, 4 R. I. 87. The desertion of the husband for a time sufficient to give the 
wife a cause for divorce, entitles her to sue in the former domicile of the 
husband. Shaw v. Shaw, 98 Mass. 158. So where the actual residence of 
the wife is in one state, but her domicile in another, an act of the husband, 
cause for divorce, will make the former her domicile, Bowman v. Bowman, 
24 111. App. 165. By acquiring a foreign residence the wife does not lose the 
right to sue in the state of the husband's domicile, Sewall v. Sewall, 122 Mass. 
156. There may be a separate domicile when the husband and wife are liv- 
ing apart under judicial separation, or when the husband has been guilty of 
misconduct. Hunt v. Hunt, 72 N. Y. 217; which overcomes the presumption 
that the domicile of the husband is that of the wife, Harteau v. Harteau, 14 
Pick. 181 ; and the wife may maintain a suit in the state where they were last 
domiciled, Burtis v. Burtis, 161 Mass. 508. 

Embezzlement — Indictment — Character in which Property was 
Received — Allegation — Sufficiency. — Storms v. State, 98 S. W. 678 
(Ark.). — Held, on a trial for embezzlement, evidence of similar transac- 
tions by accused, before and after transaction relied on, is admissible on the 
question of his intent. 

In a prosecution of a clerk, in a Circuit Court for converting to his own 
use solicitor's fees in certain cases, proof of other acts of embezzlement of 
similar character is admissible to show guilty knowledge. Stanley v. State, 
88 Ala. 154. In a prosecution for embezzlement previous acts of embezzle- 
ment similar to the one charged may be shown as evidence of guilty knowl- 
edge. Same v. Neyce, 88 Cal. 393. On a trial for embezzlement testimony 
as to transactions in the year following, and similar in character to those 
charged, are competent evidence to show guilty knowledge on the part of the 
defendant. People v. DeGraff, 6 N. Y. 412. 

Evidence — Opinions of Non-Experts. — Davis v. Short Line Ry. Co., 88 
Pac. 2 (Utah). — Held, that a man's wife, who had lived with him for 
many years, and was in attendance on him during his illness, and was in a 



